Letter 241 
Are 


18 Greenough Avenue 
Boston, MA 02130 


March 8, 2001 


Vince Scarano, Manager 

FAA New England Regional Airport Division 
16 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Logan Airside Improvements Project Supplemental EIS 
Dear Vince: 


I am writing to express my deep concerns, and the concerns of many others who 
have worked hard to improve the quality and scope of the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS). These concerns arise out of 
Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport)’s intransigence and refusal to evaluate 
the technical questions posed by the Community Advisory Committee to 
Massport (CAC), Communities Against Runway Expansion (CARE), the 
Boston Mayoral FAA Panelists, and the New England Region One EPA. Unless 
the FAA steps in immediately to insist that these issues be evaluated, Massport 
will succeed in making a shambles of the "impeccable" environmental process 
promised by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey to correct Massport’s flawed 
Draft EIS. Iam urging you to take effective measures to salvage the integrity, 
and legality of the process. 


One month ago I was still hopeful that your personal commitment to an 

honest process would result in a reasonable document. We met with you many 
times over the past eight months to ensure that a number of technical issues 
would be handled in an appropriate manner, and to ask that David Standley, 
CAC consultant, be allowed to interact directly with the Massport’s technical 
consultants to understand the assumptions they were building into their 


analysis, and to make timely comments that could be considered in compiling 
the document. To reiterate the most critical technical issues raised with you, I 


submit the following: — 


1. The use of year 2000 data to analyze current operations and delay, as 
well as year 2000 noise exposure, to establish a the most relevant, proper 
baseline. We believe that the use of 1998 data distorts the analysis by not 
including recent, influential aircraft and passenger trends, and by not 
reflecting the all Stage III aircraft fleet. 


_ 2. The development of noise impact analysis unconstrained by the 
Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS). As you know from my 
August 27, 1999 and April 3, 2000 letters, the CAC has rejected the 
validity of the old and reworked PRAS, both because it is out-dated and 
because it has never been effectively implemented. . Use of that PRAS 
system in analysis to predict noise impacts in the SDEIS distorts the basic 
data about noise impact. As we have previously requested, the proper 
analysis would be to predict utilization, delay, and noise impact with no 
constraint, and then conduct an additional analysis of possible, newly ; 
designed PRAS mitigation strategies, including both technical potential 
evaluated in an EIS and a discussion of legally-binding, credible 
mechanisms for enforcement. 

3. The development of a sensitivity analysis to understand the impact on 
delay of operational levels above and below Massport’s designated 120 
movements per hour goal. We believe this information is essential to 
understand how to reduce delay at Logan during all weather conditions. 


4. Analysis of the "wind restricted" runway as a separate alternative, 
where runway 14-32 would be built but used only when high northwest 
winds preclude the use of other runway configurations. The tripling of 
overflights in East Boston, Chelsea and South Boston associated with 
unconstrained use of runway 14-32 would presumably be totally averted, 
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thus avoiding the environmental justice issues. This discussion needs to 
include credible, legally-binding permanent conditions. 


5. Analysis of the impact of the proposed centerfield taxiway on safety 
and capacity of runway 4L-22R associated with the increased crossing of 
Runway 4L-22R which the proposed taxiway would cause. | 


6. Consideration of gate management procedures to limit queuing on 
runways as an alternative to the centerfield taxiway. 


7. Analysis of a "gate management" change in take-off priority for 
larger aircraft over smaller, to determine the potential reduction in 
passenger delay. 


8. Consideration and analysis of "demand management” techniques 
other than peak period pricing to reduce the 45% of runway capacity now 
used to accommodate under 10% of passengers, and to inhibit the | 
substitution of multiple small jets in markets now served by fewer large 
jets. , 


We left the January 25" meeting with you believing that you were either going 
to include, or consider, evaluation of these issues. We left the meeting greatly 
encouraged that the FAA had also decided to directly hire Professor Amadeo 
Odoni of MIT to participate in this analysis and to confirm Massport 
consultant’s analyses and assumptions. It was agreed that Professor Odoni is an 
international expert who would greatly enhance the credibility of the process. 


In the subsequent meeting on January 31st that you convened with Massport 
and their consultants to implement these analyses, Massport and their 
consultants refused to carry out the analysis, and behaved in such an 
unprofessional and rude manner that Professor Odoni cancluded he could not 
play any meaningful role in the process. As a result, Massport and its 
consultants are proceeding to develop a document for printing without the 
agreed-upon analysis, without the participation of Dave Standley, and without 
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the participation of Professor Odoni. We fear that this indicates a continuation 
of Massport’s deliberate obfuscation of technical analysis with political spins. 
If Massport has nothing to hide, why did they go to such lengths to avoid 
scrutiny by Professor Odoni? Why didn’t the FAA stand firm in the face of 
Massport’s transparent antics and insist that the analysis be performed and 
coordinated with Professor Adoni and David Standley? 


This is a matter that goes to the heart of the integrity of this process. .The public 
relies on the integrity of FAA’s expertise in evaluating complex issues of 
safety, as well as service and environmental impacts. The deliberate disruption 
and politically motivated foot-dragging by Massport on issues that could have 
been studied over the last 12 months have deprived the public, and the ultimate 
FAA decision-makers, of important, critical information. Now Massport is 
using the tardiness of technical analysis, which they caused, to argue that there 
is no time left and that this document they are preparing absolutely must go to _ 
the federal register within the next two weeks. 


Again, this makes a mockery of the "impeccable" process Administrator Jane 
Garvey promised. The SDEIS is a FAA responsibility, not Massport’s, yet 
Massport is manipulating a timetable to force the document to the federal 
register without adequate consideration and deliberation by FAA. | 


I would like to suggest two strategic actions to maintain some credibility in this 


process: 


1. Before making decisions and before the FAA determines its preferred 
alternative, require that the document under production be an 

_ informational document for review and comment without a stated 
preferred option so that, at least, the FAA can consider the comments of 
the public, the airlines, and the Airlines Pilot Association on this 
Massport-dominated proposal. I make this request because of the . 
following significant reasons: (a) the unique circumstance of the City of 
Boston court injunction, agreed to by Massport in 1976, which prohibits 
construction of the proposed runway; (b) the need to get direct input 
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from the airlines about their willingness to use regional jets on the 
proposed short runway, their commitment to introduce regional jets into 
commuter markets, their willingness to limit the replacement of large jets 
with multiple small jets, and the potential for revised gate-hold 
procedures to reduce queuing; and (c) the willingness of Massport to use 
its proprietor’s gate control to encourage use of the largest, highest 
capacity aircraft given capacity constraints . 


2. Use Professor Odoni and other independent experts to review this 
document and the comments from the panel and the public as to the | 
adequacy of consideration and analysis of the questions posed by us, 
EPA New England Region, the CAC, CARE and the City of Boston 


before developing a preferred alternative and a Final EIS. 
T urge that you take these recommended steps to salvage the integrity of this 
process. 
Sincerely, 


Anastasia S. Lyman 


cc: FAA Administrator Jane Garvey 
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May 2001 


Community Advisory Committee 
to Massport 


CAC recommended mitigation measures for inclusion Massport’s FEIR and the FAA’s 
SDEIS: 


The following may require a FAA Part 161 Study or Environmental Assessment Studies, - 
the CAC expects that these measures pose no obstacle and would be implemented if 
required. 


° Immediately implement a demand management plan and monitor results for four 
years before reintroducing the proposed runway and centerfield taxiway which 
comunit irretrievable resources which could be spared with better management 
practices. 


° Massport immediate funding of a cohort health study of all communities inside 
~ the 60 DNL contour. 


e Massport funded scholarships for low-income children living within the 60 DNL 
noises contour. 


® Massport funded social services such as impacted community health centers and 
asthma research projects. 


* Massport will begin formal meetings on activating, enhancing and improving the 
current Noise Rules at Logan. 


° Massport and the FAA will perform an Environmental Assessment on current 
Noise Abatement procedures for Runways 15/33 and departures off of Runways 
22L&R to determine the intent of the Record of Decision and institute changes in 
procedures to reflect the original intent. 


¢ — Massport will establish and maintain a comprehensive monitoring and reporting 
system, tracking the attainment of changes in things promised or forecasted to 


~ occur, There will be clear and unambiguous public accounting and accountability 
with respect to all Massport noise impact commitments and forecasts, and there 
should be a process/mechanism in place to redirect resources, undertake 
additional activities, and take other actions as required fulfilling commitments and 
promises. In part, this could be made a requirement of the annual ESPR. 


Noise Abatement Office staffed 24 hors a day. 


Complete modernization of Noise Abatement Office with interactive website for 
with ART 3 flighttrack data available after 24 hours of complaint. 


Each impacted community out to Route 128 who formally requests a remote noise 
monitor unit should be granted one. 


Monthly, in-depth noise abatement reports mailed to all interested parties. 


If noise abatement reports from monitoring sites indicate a change of 1.5 dB + in 
the current DNL contour, Massport and the FAA will institute an investigation 
and determine the cause and reason for the increase and determine what corrective 
measures must be implemented. 


Restrict nighttime use of retrofitted Stage 2 aircraft by 2003. Restrict the use of all 
retrofitted Stage 2 aircraft at Logan by 2005. 


Institute a lottery, slot or other capacity restrictive measure, similar to plans at 
LaQuardia Airport, to enforceably cap the annual flight operations at or near 2001 
levels of operations. 


By 2005 restrict all all-cargo (except belly cargo), as well as charter flights from 
10PM — 7AM. Move cargo to Manchester, Pease and New Bedford. Shift all 
charter to noneme pen hours or to other airports. 


Massport, as landlord, will work with the long-haul carriers to encourage them not 
to schedule nighttime (10 PM — 7 AM) arrivals and departures. 


Massport will provide strong incentives for airlines to purchase and use of "Stage 
4" aircraft for nighttime operations and to convert their fleets expeditiously to 
‘Stage 4. 


Massport will fund expansion and acceleration of it’s sound insulation program to 
include all structures within the 60 DNL contour beginning with sensitive noise 
receptors. Massport must be required to provide better quality workmanship on 
sound insulation projects. 


FAA must control and conform to the noise abatement flight procedure "gates" 
‘and to the Record Of Decision intended overflight altitudes of the coastline. 


For fuller education and understanding of noise abatement procedures at Logan, 
FAA and Massport should obtain and publish airline manuals containing 
individual airline noise abatement procedures for operating aircraft at Logan. 


Require that Massport fund express buses to run from all of its satellite bus 
centers to Providence, Manchester, Worcester and Hartford Airports. 


SORES ost SET QR EEE EE 


18 Greenough Avenue 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 


June 4, 2001 


Secretary Robert Durand ; 
Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street; Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


The numerous, critically damning inadequacies in Massport’s Final Environmental 

_ Impact Report (FEIR) EOEA # 10458, are thoroughly and expertly detailed in the 
Community Advisory Committee to Massport (CAC) Consultant’s Report submitted to 
you during this comment period. I wholeheartedly support that report in its entirety. I 
believe that it presents numerous reasons for you to find the FEIR inadequate and it’s 
recommendations insupportable. If that conclusion is not possible in the present climate, I 
trust that you will, at the very least, require that Massport perform a Supplemental FEIR 
in order to correct all the cited flaws listed in the CAC Report. 


In addition to my verbal comments made at the Final Public Hearing and my cover-letter 
to the Consultant’s report, I am submitting this personal, written comment on the FEIR to 
emphasize the egregious misuse of the Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) 
and to highlight the trust and hope that hundreds of thousands of Logan-impacted citizens 
place in EOEA’s decision on this project. : 


The proposed use of PRAS which the FEIR uses as an environmental credit to weigh 
against the heavy environmental impact the project would have on our communities must 
be dismissed as sleight-of-hand. PRAS has never been effectively used by FAA’s Air 
Traffic Control Tower personnel (ATC), not because of the flaws in the system, as 

‘ Massport reports in the EIR, but because of the ATC’s, continual and at-will overriding 
of the system in favor of their desired efficiency in throughput of maximum operations. 
The ATC has admitted this to be the truth. The recent attempts to “ better comply” with 
the PRAS annual utilization goals are a transparent ruse for which the intended 


implication is that 14-32 will allow full implementation of a PRAS which the ATC has 
historically shrugged off. With recent and predictabe future capacity issues, the ATC will 
assuredly return to its historic minimum use of the system and revert to persisting and 
dwelling on any runway combination that offers the most efficiency — environmental 

. impacts be damned. For this reason the CAC voted non-support of the PRAS and 
requested a formal EIS process with MEPA and an EPA overview of anew PRAS 
(please see attached correspondence). _ 


The inclusion of essentially invalid PRAS data in this report is vital to Massport’s case. 
The idealized use of PRAS as a major factor in all input data in the Delaysim and FLAPS 
models, and therefore the Integrated Noise Model (INM) has grossly misrepresented to 
the public the forecasted noise contours. In March of this year, I met with the FAA and 
directly requested that a forecasted INM noise contour be included in the FERI/SDEIS 
reflecting what the communities believe would represent future impacts in reality. The 
FAA’s Manager of the New England Region’s Airports Division agreed that such a 
request was reasonable and of value to be included in the FEIR/SDEIS. Massport refused 
FAA’s request to produce such a “bookend” contour, thereby denying the communities 
vital information on probable environmental impact of the proposed new runway and 
centerfield taxiway. (Please see attached correspondence) 


The plight of the communities faced with Massport’s devastating project rests in your 
office’s hands. If you choose, in the face of all evidence presented in public comment on 
the proposal, to find the FEIR adequate and supportable, it is then vital that your officer 
act on the knowledge that this is the last real opportunity for any mitigation from 
Massport for current much less future environmental impacts. The “mitigation package” 
offered by the Authority in the FEIR is a clear indication of its lack of concern for the 
present and growing detrimental impacts of Logan on scores of surrounding 
communities. Massport insults the entire public by offering such a paltry list of minimal 
cost to the Authority: bare-bones mitigation. Massport must not be allowed by your 
Office to continually segment Logan’s environmental impacts. Even if Massport’s 
proposed mitigation were implemented, the communities have not been adequately 
compensated or protected from current Logan impacts. There is nothing offered for 
comprehensive analysis of ground transportation impacts in the FEIR, even after EOEA . 
and EPA requested Massport to do so during the scoping and DEIS phases of this project. 


Massport has clearly demonstrated that it has no concerns for the non-flying public. If 
serious, thoughtful mitigation (suchas: Massport implementing a FAR Part 161 Study on 
new noise rules; a cohort ongoing health study; Massport-funded insulation program out 


to the 55 DNL {please see attached list of other mitigation}) is not included in MEOEA’s 
ruling on this report, the already impacted communities will never see any further — 
compensation or protection from Massport for its business’ staggering assault on our 


daily lives. 
MEOEA is our last bastion of reason and hope. We depend solely on you and your office 
to stand strong in the face of State and Massport political pressure and truly do the right 


thing by finding this FEIR inadequate and acting, indeed, for the common wealth. 


Respectfully submitted, 


| italia FO 


Anastasia S. Lyman 
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Beacon Hill 
Braintree 
Brookline 
Cambridge . 
Charlestown 
Chelsea 
Dorchester 
East Boston 
Everett 
Hingham 
Bull 
Jamaica Plain 
Malden 
Melrose 
Milton 
Quincy 
Revere 
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COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
TO MASSPORT 


18 Greenough Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 02130 


“We're Stronger Together." 
August 27, 1999 


Betty Desrosiers, Director of Aviation Planning 
Massport 

Logan International Airport 

One Harborside Drive, Suite 200S 

Kast Boston, MA 02128-2909 


Dear Betty, 


This letter is to inform Massport that the CAC has voted non-support of the present 

Preferential Runway Assignment System (PRAS). The CAC has supported the concept 

of equitable sharing of Logan's airplane noise impacts since partaking in the initial ¢ 
efforts to design such a system in the 1980s. However, the original, as well as the 
"updated", PRAS is clearly impracticable for the FAA Air Traffic Control personnel © 
and has not been effectively used since its inception. 


aoe. 


Roslindale/Hyde Parkyy.. CAC asks that any reference to the present PRAS system having CAC support be 


Roxbury 
Somerville 
South End 
South Boston 
Swampscott 
Weymouth 
Winthrop 


Office Phome 


(617) 524-8994 and. (781) 848-0315 


removed from all current and future Massport studies and literature. We request that 
Massport and the FAA sponsor a Federal Environmental Impact Statement/State 
Environmental Impact Report to study an achievable PRAS for future use at Logan. 


. Sincerely, 


Anastasia S. Lyman & Sandra Kunz, Co-Chairs 


ce: Vince Scarano & John Silva, NE Regional FAA 


Office Fax (781) 356-5846 and (617) 983-3775 


Letter 243 


19 Roseway St. 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
May 14, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway St. 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Mr. Pugsley, 


I am writing in response to Massport’s proposal “Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project.” Since moving to Jamaica Plain in 1992, I have been concerned 
about the noise pollution in my neighborhood. I have learned all I can to 
understand Massport’s operations. I have been to hearings and community 
meetings. I have spoken with John Silva, called Massport’s Noise Complaint 
Line, studied departure maps from Massport, and listened carefully to 
presentations from Massport as well as from members of Massport’s community 
advisory council. In 1998 I read Massport’s full report. This year, I’ve closely 
read the Executive Summary, “Logan Airside Improvments Planning Project.” 


Noise Levels 

Massport’s report counts the effects on populations above the 60 dB DNL 
contour. The report dismisses impact on the Arnold Arboretum and other sites 
in the Emerald Necklace as well as the Harbor Islands. First, I question 
Massport's data collection methods. Massport has not made every effort to 
collect noise impact in areas where residents feel the hardest hit. Unless 
Massport collects data from the sites that residents pinpoint, their data is 
incomplete and cannot be considered full disclosure of environmental impact. 
Second, when the ambient noise level is 10 or 20 dB, something at 55 dB is 
jarring. Third, I question these figures. Are they an average? If so, then some 
planes are much louder than 65dB and some might be under 60 dB, but that 
statistic of mean is then misleading. 


We know that Jamaica Plain has logged over 1000 complaints this past year. I 
have heard state legislator Gloria Fox talk about numerous constituent 
complaints on Sundays when families can’t catch up on the rest they need due to 
noise from Logan. The idea that runway noise will be spread out and impact 
more people at less severe levels is of no comfort. Massport is a public agency 
and ought to submit an environmental impact statement which objectively 
presents the data rather than glossing over the devastating impacts an airport 
serving 37 million people a year has on the densely populated neighborhoods 
surrounding Logan Airport. 


Air Pollution 

While it may be that the Environmental Impact Statement submitted by 
Massport meets the criteria for improvements it is proposing, it does not go far 
enough. Logan Airport is known as one of the top six polluters in 
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Massachusetts. I don’t believe this statistic counts the ground traffic generated by 
a major airport. For years Massport has promised a health study but neglected to 
follow through. We should not implement Massport’s “preferred alternative” 
before we have real data on the health of residents who live near Logan. The 
people of Chelsea and Charlestown breathe air from the clogged expressway and 
bridges. Their health is affected by the number of port operations carried out on 
the shore of Charlestown. It’s up to all of us to demand a process which looks at 
the bigger picture, not a piecemeal analysis of one runway. Of course one 
runway doesn’t look like anything more than a needle. But it is one needle that 
broke the camel’s back. Furthermore, every needle counts if all over the state, 
taxpayers have to foot the bill for higher health care and health insurance costs. 


Process 

Massport has outlined one preferred alternative and compared it with a course of 
no action. The public deserves to hear a variety of options. This is the same 
fallacious line of action planning that communities struggle against with the T, 
We are talking about thousands and thousands of taxpayer dollars and a huge 
change to the infrastructure that is supposed to rectify a momentous problem. 
What possible excuse could there be for not submitting multiple options? If the 
argument is that Logan needs to address delays in order to remain a center for 
economic growth, a desirable convention destination, a world class city, then 
there is no reason why this process of preparing an environmental impact study 
should not take another year or more if needed. The public comment period 
ought to be extended. This process cheats people of vital information. For 
example, I recently learned that Laguardia has only two runways. Los Angeles 
operates with four or fewer. To think that Logan Airport, which serves a smaller 
population, should operate six runways from a location which is so densely 
populated defies belief. 


This report does not seriously consider Peak Period Pricing. It doesn’t consider a 
slot system, such as the one implemented in Chicago and other major airports 
which experienced significant delays. Massport and the FAA have not been 
willing to compromise on any measures which would allay some of the negative 
impacts. For example, curtailing flights after 10 p.m. and before 7 a.m. or most 
recently, releasing information on which companies’ planes are generating the 
highest decibel levels at the quietest hours. For these reasons, it is hard to accept 
Massport’s claims in good faith. 


I hope you will read beyond the lines of text submitted by Massport and make a 
careful decision based on the unfair burden of health and safety risks that 
Massport’s “preferred alternative” would add to inner city residents. 


Sincerely, 
¢, 


Martha Merson 


© eda 
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i Letter 244 
| | ~ . 
Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 


From: wimory@ait.net 

Sent: Friday, June 08, 2001 7:31 AM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) — , 
Subject: EQEA#10458 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Mr. Robert Durand : 


RE: EOEA#10458 


Dear Sir: 


During the past two years flight delays at Logan have 
caused me to miss scheduled meetings in Chicago and 
connections to Europe. It is my. strong opinion that the 
construction and utilization of Runway 14/32 should: 
proceed as quickly as possible to avoid disrupting the 
economic growth of the region. As a resident of East 
Boston, then Jamaica Plain for the past thirteen years I 
do not perceive that Runway 14/32 would increase the 
noise pollution any measurable degree. We already live 
in a flight path and the operations as they exist, and 
as they have been recommended to be modified, are not 
disruptive to the quality of life here. This condition 
was known to me and all other residents when we moved 
here. I doubt a single person still resides in Jamaica 
lain that was here before Logan began use of the 
outhwest Corridor/Franklin Park flight path. 


Io use Logan on a monthly basis, flying internationally 
and domestically about 15 times per year for both 
leisure and business purposes. It is of great 
importance to me that travel delays be minimized, the 
environment protected via less aircraft noise and 
emissions polluting the air by idling on the taxiways 
and circling overhead, and Boston remain competitive in 
the growing international business world by maintaining 
an airport that meets the challenges of 21st century 
travel. 


Sincerely, 


Wayne L. Mory 

56 Sheridan St. 

Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
wlmory@att.net 
617-522-6020 
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Letter 246 


Virginia Pratt 
7 Segel Street, Unit 3 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 


Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


March 30, 2001 
Re: Opposed to Logan Airport Expansion 
Dear Mr. Pugley, 


I am writing to express my strong opposition to Logan Airport expansion. The airport is 
the sixth largest polluter in the state. The pollutants are a health hazard to the people in 
Boston and to the harbor. People in the city already suffer disproportionately higher rates 
- of asthma and other respiratory illnesses. The Environmental Protection Agency has 
clearly demonstrated that exposure to air pollution reduces life span by a couple of years 
on average. 


Logan Airport is a tremendous source of noise pollution. Many neighborhood groups in 
Winthrop, East Boston, Jamaica Plain, South Boston, Somerville and other urban 
neighborhoods have called for a reduction in noise from the planes. People who live in 
South Boston, East Boston and Winthrop suffer the most from the airport’s air and noise 
pollution. Property values are less in East Boston, South Boston and Winthrop because of 
their proximity to the airport. 


Adding a new runway will only add to the air traffic and related problems. Instead of 
adding a new runway other alternatives should be used. One, reduce the amount of small 
craft flights into Boston. Two, expand and use regional airports. Three, have the planes 
shut off their engines until take off so that are not left idling. Four, use less polluting fuels 
and engines. And, five, take community groups seriously. People in the metro area have a 
right to quality of life. 


All the alternatives I have suggested would still allow business to function. Business 
should not be allowed to profit at the expense of people. There must be a balance. 


Sincerely, 
Virginia Pratt 


Cc: Governor Argeo Paul Cellucci 
John C. Silva, Environmental Program, Airport Division 
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Letter 248 | 
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Janet Van Zandt 
38 Saint Rose Street 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 


June 2, 2001 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 


Attention Mr. Arthur Pugsley — EOEA No. 10458, MEOA Office 

Dear Mr. Pugsley: 

I am writing to urge you to disapprove the new runway proposed for Logan airport. The 
new runway would have an insignificant effect in mitigating the problems it is designed 
to address. Conversely, it would have a devastating effect on the people who must live 


directly in the area affected by the increased noise and traffic. 


I urge you to find solutions that are more environmentally benign such as improved train 
travel, more diffuse airport use and more efficient use of existing resources. 


Thank you for your attention. 


Si erely, 


ee, 
t Van Zandt 


Letter 249 
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Anthony Viola - 

65 Eldridge Rd. ai cL 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130. Eas 
2/01/01 7 
Robert Durand FEB a4 9001 
Massachusetts Office of Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street | Se 3 A 
Boston, MA 02201 mt? , 


Dear Mr. Durand, 


Iam writing in regard to the new-5000-foot runway (Runway 14/32) and centerfold taxiway, that the. 
Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) is seeking approval to build at Logan International Airport. I am 
desperately opposed to having the plan passed and am asking you to do the same. : 


As a current homeowner in Jamaica Plain and as a former resident of East Boston I have experienced first 
hand the blight on livability that Logan has inflicted on the citizens of Boston by being so geographically 
close to the city. I have suffered hearing loss since childhood due to living so close to Logan's runways 
and now having moved to Jamaica Plain, I fear that my neighbors and I have to suffer an increase in air 
traffic, for no good or valid reason. 


Please do not overlook the environmental concerns as well. We are at the tail end of the Emerald Necklace, 
which the city has spent so much on to improve. There is also an Audubon Society reserve nearby. We 


absolutely do not need, nor are we willing to suffer an unnecessary increase in noise and air pollution. 


T appreciate you time and trouble in reading/listening to the view of my neighbors and myself and hope that 
you will aid us in opposing the runway expansion. Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


1, 


Anthony Viola 


2 


Letter 250 


-“ehoe, Barbara ENV) 


From: Joel Ake [joel_ake@hotmail.com] \/ UN «66 200 

Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2001 5:54 PM i 

To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) ae a 

Subject: runway 1432 a 4 4 
aaa 


We need the new runway to improve safety in the air and on the.ground. The 
less time spent circling overhead, the safer everyone on the ground will be. 
Please approve the new runway 


Joel Ake 
Marlborough,MA 


Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at http://explorer.msn.com 


Letter 251 
‘“ehoe, Barbara (ENV) ‘a 


Fe 


From: Charlie Jones [jones-charlie@mediaone.net] j 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 6:39 PM / 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) p 
Subject: Logan 


Dear Ms. Kehoe 

Please note that | am a frequent flyer out of Logan, taking flights to various désiinations on a near 
weekly basis. I'm ready for some help, please support the new runway for Logan. The arguments 
are clear, it will be good for the neighborhoods, and good for travelers. 


C. Jones. 
Mashpee, MA 


Letter 252 


Richard Jordan 
360 Grove St 
Medford, MA 02155-1431 
April 4, 2001 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 

Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


| am writing to express my support for the Logan Airport runway expansion and 
to comment on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). 


| am writing to endorse the Preferred Alternative 1A recommended in the EIS/EIR 
because it is a well thought-out and reasonable way to reduce delays at Logan, 
improve safety in high wind conditions, distribute noise impacts, and benefit the 
eastern Massachusetts economy. The EIS/EIR also shows that the improved 
taxiways will reduce air pollution emissions by reducing aircraft taxi time. 


| appreciate your consideration of my views and would appreciate your active 
support of the runway expansion. 


Best regards, 


VIE 


Richard Jofdan 


APR 12 2001 


Letter 253 


64 Maple Street 
Milton, Massachusetts 02186 
April 18, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Federal Aviation Administration Manager 
Environmental Programs 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 

As a resident of Milton I 
would like to voice my opposition to the proposed new 
runway at Logan Airport. Whether or not this runway 
will improve my quality of life it will almost cert- 
ainly adversely affet someone in another area in the 
same way. By this I mean the noise and environmental 
pollution caused by jet flights from 6A.M. often till 
12:30 P.M., and the dropping of jet fuel. These con- 
ditions have worsened over the past year. 


Therefore I strongly support 
Mayor Menino's request for the State and Massport to 
work together to co-ordinate the multi-modal transport- 


ation structure of the region, and to engage in what- 
ever feasabllity studies this may require. 


Sincerely, 


Cae Waar 


Christiane Wallace 


aPR20 MF 


f 


Letter 254 


From: James Saulnier [jimguif@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 3:26 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 


Subject: , .  runway...1432 


Dear Barbara Kehoe: 


Help us to end delays at Logan Airport,by voicing your , ace i a 
support for Runway 1432.Environmental document number anal ial 
EOEA#10458 
The delay reduction and environmental benefits are ; 7 rQUN 5 200) 
numerous. : 
Sincerely, Ph 
James Saulnier 2 3s 


130 Grosvenor Road 
Needham,Ma. 02492-4445 ~ 


email address jimgulf@yahoo.com 


Do You Yahoo!?, 
Get personalized email addresses from Yahoo! Mail ~- only $35 
a year! http://personal.mail.yahoo.com/ 


Russell S. Cooke Letter 255 


2 Windward Drive 
Newburyport, MA 01950 
Business 617.394.3706 


June 7, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airport Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 

| was advised to contact you in regards to the Runway 14/32 project at Logan 
Airport in Boston, Massachusetts. | would like to inform you that | am in support 
of the Runway 14/32 project. 

Please contact me at the number referenced above if you should have any 


questions. 


Sincerely, 


Russell S. Cooke 


cc: U.S. Senator John F. Kerry 


‘Stuart J. Lipoff 

Arthur D. Little, Inc. Letter 256 
20 Acorn Park 

Cambridge MA 02140-2390 


John Silva, Manager Capital Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park, Box 510 
Burlington, MA 01803 


APROS 20 


OSA_07215:01033123103810.0002057581DP2EM 


This letter was electronically transmitted and distributed by MCI Mail 


Call 800-444-6245 for information about sending MCI Mail 


A 


- This letter was electronically transmitted and distributed by MCI Mail 


March 31, 2001 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attn MEPA Office, Arthur Pugsley 

EOEA #10458 

251 Causway Street. Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


Stuart Lipoff 
192 Kirkstall Road 
Newton, Ma 02460 
Tel 617.964.7577 


March 31, 2001 


Dear Sir, 


I strongly favor the Massport proposal to expand Logan Airport 

by adding Runway 14/32. The situation with delays at Logan is 

no longer endurable and is affecting both business and tourism 

alike. The voices of the opponents claiming a negative impact 

on their lifestyle is not crediable and furthermore the airport 
was located in the present location before they were born. 


We need airport expansion in order for the city, region, and 
the commonwealth to grow. I hope you will do all possible, in 
your official capacity, to advance the Massport: proposal. 


Letter 257 


From: Robert Pearlstein [RPearlstein@eidetics.com] i 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 11:21 AM i 
To: ‘barbara.kehoe@state.ma.us' | 
Subject: Runway 1432 V 


RE: environmental document number EOFA#10458 


I want to add my voice to the many users of Logan Airport who are 
demanding creation of uni-directional runway 14/32. While air traffic 
has increased substantially, Logan's capacity has not increased, 
resulting in it being one of the most-delayed airports in the country. 
The Runway 14/32 project is a critical element in keeping Boston and New 
England desirable locations for doing business. 


Sincerely, 

Robert A. Pearlstein 
108 Fuller St. 

West Newton, MA 02465 


Letter 258 


12 Kappius Path 
Newton, MA 02459 
May 9, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600: 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


| am writing to express my opposition to Massport’s plans to build the new 
runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. Taking steps that would result in further 
increasing traffic in and out of Logan is not the proper course, whether 
viewed from an environmental, urban planning, public health, or public 
safety perspective. We need to develop and promote diverse, regional 
solutions to the metropolitan area’s transportation needs, solutions which 
increase both the use of other regional airports and the use of rail and bus 
service, especially for travel to New York and other cities relatively close 
to Boston. | urge Massport to reconsider its commitment to building this 
runway. Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


tees Vee 


Stephen Reuys 


/ 


| _/ Letter 259 
A “ehoe, Barbara (ENV) . 


From: Simpson, Donald [donsimpson@lucent.com] 
Sent: - Tuesday, June 05, 2001 11:28 AM 

To: ‘parbara.kehoe@state.ma.us' 

Subject: Logan Airport Runway 14/32 


environmental document number EOEFA#10458. 


As a frequent user of Logan Airport, I have been totally frustrated with 
delays and cancellations. I firmly believe we must build the new commuter 
runway not only to improve the reliability of Logan but also to avoid 
serious negative financial impact on the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 


: a APES, 
Don Simpson eck 
17 Joseph Road a iy aa 16 
Northboro, MA 01532 i ase 
. a > S00) 
gun, 3 200 
ao wR 
aye oe S 
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Letter 260 - 


Page 1 of 1 
Kehoe, Barbara(ENV) CN 0 
From: Dan Grossman [Idg004@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2001 9:20 PM 4 £2 A 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) ay be FE 
Subject: Comments re: environmental document number EOEA#10458 
117 Mylod St. 
Norwood MA 02062 


Mr. Robert Durand 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
(by email) 


In the Matter of Environmental Docket Number EOEA#10458 
Mr. Secretary, 


This is to express strong support for approval of the Runway 14/22 project at Logan Airport. As an 
all-too-frequent user of Logan, I am quite painfully aware of the severe congestion of airport 
facilities. 


Massport and others have emphasized the environmental benefits of the Runway 14/22 project, along 
with other mitigations. There is no need to repeat these arguments. 


However, I do want to point out one other thing. Any public project of any magnitude invariably 
brings out some people who cry "Not In My Back Yard". No matter what the public import of the 
project, no matter how great the economic and environmental damage from delay, no matter what the 
long term consequences, they are determined to block progress in the interest of their own narrow 
selfish convenience. It was NIMBY that blocked reconstruction of the Deer Island sewage treatment 
plant until federal matching grants expired and work had to proceed under court order, it was NIMBY 
that was responsible for decades of delay in addressing the Central Artery, and it is (arguably) 
NIMBY that is responsible for the present electric power crisis in California. It is unfortunate that 
public officials often weight NIMBY disproportionately to the needs of their constituencies as a 
whole. I hope you will not do that in this case. 


The time has come to stop talking about IF Runway 14/22 will be built, and start talking about what 
environmental mitigations are absolutely needed in order to proceed. But above all, the time has 
come to permit Runway 14/22, and get on with construction. 


_ Very Truly Yours 


Daniel B. Grossman 


/ Letter 261 
r 


-. Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 


From: Erik B. Dykema [Erik@metapoint.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 11:34 AM 
To: ‘parbara.kehoe@state.ma.us' 
Barbara- 


I understand that you are the contact person for feedback on approval for 
the pending new Logan runway. It's time for it to be approved. The delay 
situation at Logan has gotten so bad that it has had a real impact on our 
willingness to make business trips to visit companies that we are 
considering investing in. We're certainly not alone. If the delay 
situation is not remedied, it will start to have a real economic impact on 
Boston as a business center. 


Please do whatever you can to get 14/32 approved. 


Erik B. Dykema 

Principal 

Metapoint Partners, L.P. 
3 Centennial Drive 
Peabody, MA 01960-7931 
978-531-1398 x8 
978-531-6662 fax 

http: //www.metapoint.com 


Letter 262 


Page 1 of 1 


Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 
From: Solo96xray@aol.com 

Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 1:28 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: New Runway at Logan re:Document #10458 


Dear Ms. Kehoe: 


| am writing in support of the proposed new runway at Logan. My credentials 
to make my comments are: I'm a frequent flyer due to my business, I'm a 
licensed private pilot so | understand the meteorological issues, I'm a 

native of Arlington and current resident of Danvers so I'm familiar with the 
political nuances. 


There is no single panacea that will solve the issue of delays and wo7 
cancellations. It will take a multi faceted effort to unravel a problem that i 

has been building for 30 years. Regionalization seems to be slowly taking 

effect. High speed trains can help a bit. Improved Air Traffic Controls 

will help. More intelligent peak hour scheduling will help. A more 

proactive and modern FAA will contribute. 


And more runways are crucial. (Not just in Boston but elsewhere.) 


Those claiming that the northwest wind is a bogus issue simply don't know 
what they are-talking about. It is a factor on all operations and it a major 
factor with smaller airplanes which have lower tolerances for cross wind 
landings. And the combination of a northwest wind and instrument 
meteorological conditions compounds things greatly. I'm a veteran of far too 
many holding patterns over Rhode Island and phantom inbound delays and 
cancellations elsewhere. 


Commuter prop planes and the so called regional jets will use the runway for 
three very good reasons: First, holding patterns cost them serious money in 
fuel, crew expense and customer aggravation. Second, delays hurt their 
system schedules as much as the majors. Third, in wind and instrument 
conditions, it's much better to be on the ground than roaming aloft in 

circles. 


There also will be direct benefits to the environment and the surrounding 
neighborhoods with shorter ground holds and less noise. 


It's time to make the tough call which won't be terribly popular with the 
abutters but will be widely approved in most other quarters. We need the new 
runway. 


Regards, 


Stephen Freyer 
Freyer Management Associates 
One Essex Green Drive 


Peabody, MA 01960 


Letter 263 


j 
_ Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) V 
From: Dennis Smith [dennis.smith86@gte.net] 
Sent: Friday, June 08, 2001 5:53 AM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 
Subject: runway at Logan 


It is important to build the runway at Logan to decrease delays and diminish 
pollution. 


Please note that we support proceeding with the new runway. 
Thank you. 

Dennis and June Smith 

508 830 9571 

Box 3553 

Plymouth, MA 02361 


Letter 264 


Page 1 of 1 


Kehoe, Barbara(ENV) 
From: William R. Esselstyn [esselstyn@colonialfed.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 10:56 AM | V 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: Runway 14/32 


aa ‘ 
to miseecatan, {! 


As a fairly frequent airport user, I think Runway 14/32 would help decrease wasted resources and 
time lost waiting at Logan Airport. It is frustrating to have continued and increased delays, even when 
regionalization has decreased takeoffs and landings by 6% over the last two years. This clearly 
demonstrates that Logan's delays are caused by airfield deficiency. 


If you look at environmental document number EOEA#10458, you will find a large number of 
benefits to adding the runway such as: Runway 14/32 and the other airside projects will improve local 
air quality as aircraft spend less time idling on taxiways and circling overhead. With a new runway, 
500-700 tons per year of pollution will be eliminated. 


WILLIAM R. ESSELSTYN 
Vice President - Information Systems 


COLONIAL FEDERAL SAVINGS BANK 
15 Beach Street, Quincy MA 02170 
Phone: 617-471-0750 

Fax: 617-770-0374 

EMAIL: esselstyn@colonialfed.com 


Letter 265 


Alan Marcus 
15 Shellton Rd. 
Quincy, MA. 02169 


Four years ago, my wife and I bought our dream house. It took 15 years of savings. It 

was worth every penny. Our house is in Quincy right off the water. Seagulls. Surf. And — 
about 20-30 times a day, a jet noise blast that is strong enough to rattle our windows. We 
are 9 miles from Logan Airport. 


No one would dispute the fact that Logan is important and that it has serious problems. 
But the fundamental question is: how do "quality of life" and "economic considerations" 
live happily ever after? 


Certainly not in South Boston, East Boston, Chelsea, Winthrop and Revere, where jet 
noise and pollution is omnipresent. 


Not on Pier 4, Fan Pier or Parcel F where the new noise footprint caused by 
Runway14/32 could potentially place billions of dollars in commercial and residential 
development in jeopardy. 


And certainly not for 1000's of homes in Quincy, Milton, Hingham and Hull who can 
now look forward to a daily turbo-prop symphony. 


Building another runway to relieve airport congestion is like buying another car to relieve 
Expressway traffic. It is fundamentally flawed. 


With Runway 14/32, Massport believes it has landed on a solution. 
In reality, what they have landed on....is my house. 
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Ze Letter 267 


Deborah A. Santiano-McHatton 
Revere CAC 

' 89 Leverett Avenue 
Revere (Beachmont), MA 02151 


June 5, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental A ffairs 
MEPA Office 

Arthur Pugsley-EOEA #10458 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


RE: Logan Airside een Planning Project, Supplement DEIS -FEIR 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


Over the last few years, as alternate CAC representative for Revere, I have attended meetings, 
hosted community meetings, read numerous reports and studied the details of the Logan Airside 
Improvement Project: the EIS, the EIR, the DEIS and the FEIR, and all the pounds of documents 
and booklets that have been provided. 


I still feel that there is no serious commitment by Massport to decrease the negative 
environmental impact of Logan Airport on the “close-in” and most aggrieved communities. I am 
_ a lifelong resident of Beachmont, the most highly impacted community in Revere. We live 
within the 70 to often above 90 decibel noise contour from Logan. Most importantly your 
studies have measured in excruciating detail the impact of delays to travelers and the business . 
community and have failed to quantify the impact to the quality of our lives. 


It needs to be recognized that Logan Airport is at capacity at this time. Alternative off-site 
solutions must be found and implemented. 


Sincerely, 


Lie A butiar Dibohon. 


_ Deborah A. Sartfiano-McHatton 
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Letter 269 


W. E. Douglas Creed 
843 South St. 
Roslindale, MA 02131 


Aprit 6, 2001 


Vn Ib, L060! 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager of Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Opposition to proposed runway 14/32 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing to voice my strongest opposition to the proposed expansion of runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. My 
opposition is based on the following grounds: 


e The proposed expansion unfairly burdens Boston residents: While this environmental injustice is felt most 
heavily by the people in Boston’s inner neighborhoods, it also falls on the residents of Jamaica Plain, 
Roslindale, and Roxbury. While the environmental impact includes increases in traffic, air pollution, and 
noise, I will focus on noise. The anticipated increase in flights over my neighborhood is threefold. The level of 
noise pollution in Roslindale can not have been accurately measured and reported in the environmental impact 
study (due to a reportedly inadequate number of noise monitors in these neighborhoods). My own experience is 
that during seasons when I would typically have my bedroom window open, take-offs beginning about 6:00 AM 
e so loud that when planes pass over Roslindale, I literally can not hear the clock radio beside my bed. / 


ar 
© The trun Atak Crrehrten v0 a eel ae, rAAemy whan tenn 
e The implications of demographic trends for’ a Poia response: he expansion is sefiseless given current 


demographic trends, as the recent census data makes clear. The population of the greater Boston area is 
growing explosively along the I-495 corridor. This trend clearly indicates that enhancement of the Worcester 
Airport or Hanscom Field in ways that make either better able to serve the growing Metro West is a ae 
solution. 


Kd vo otaudalowa het Merapnt uted 1990 lendua tole eran Py 
e The need for comprehensive planning: A comprehefsive regional, multimodal plan for transportation 


infrastructure enhancements should be completed before any Logan expansion is considered. This plan should 

have at its core ways of actively redirecting demand away from Logan and to the regional airports, while eee 

improving. access to each of these outer airports so.travelers will not have a2 disincentive for changing their aaa ae 
habitual travel patterns. Expanding Logan does nothing to encourage flyers from the suburbs to use these other 

airports. Indeed, increasing Logan’s capacity will only increase the demand for flights in and out of Logan. 

Demand will go where there is a supply of timely flights, so expanding the supply at the underutilized outer 

airports while leaving Logan’s supply unchanged is a critical step in sharing the burden more equitably. 


In closing, several of my neighbors and I will be attending one of the public hearings on April 25, 2001 and will 


voice our opposition in person. Expanding Logan to accommodate people living outside of Boston is both unfair to 
Bostonians and senseless in terms of demographic trends. 


Sincerely, RS: of, Minder! be Apr alt h 
Sb SM) Creed AD Me ctaue ue of abt te [00 pana 


ey haat Wg never 
Ate 
FA es ee 
Aa lance daze MAY 18 2001 


Letter 270 


John Hogan 
843 South St. 
Roslindale, MA 02131 


April 23, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager of Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Opposition to proposed runway 14/32 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing to voice my strongest opposition to the proposed expansion of runway 14/32 at Logan Airport. My 
opposition is based on the following grounds: 


e The proposed expansion unfairly burdens Boston residents: While this environmental injustice is felt most 
heavily by the people in Boston’s inner neighborhoods, it also falls on the residents of Jamaica Plain, 
Roslindale, and Roxbury. While the environmental impact includes increases in traffic, air pollution, and 
noise, I will focus on noise. The anticipated increase in flights over my neighborhood is threefold. The level of 
noise pollution in Roslindale can not have been accurately measured and reported in the environmental impact 
study (due to a reportedly inadequate number of noise monitors in these neighborhoods). My own experience is 
that during seasons when I would typically have my bedroom window open, take-offs beginning about 6:00 AM 
are so loud that when planes pass over Roslindale, I literally can not hear the clock radio beside my bed. 


e The implications of demographic trends for a regional response: The expansion is senseless given current 
demographic trends, as the recent census data makes clear. The population of the greater Boston area is 
growing explosively along the I-495 corridor. This trend clearly indicates that enhancement of the Worcester 
Airport or Hanscom Field in ways that make either better able to serve the growing Metro West is a better 
solution. 


e The need for comprehensive planning: A comprehensive regional, multimodal plan for transportation 
infrastructure enhancements should be completed before any Logan expansion is considered. This plan should 
have at its core ways of actively redirecting demand away from Logan and to the regional airports, while 
improving access to each of these outer airports so travelers will not have a disincentive for changing their 
habitual travel patterns. Expanding Logan does nothing to encourage flyers from the suburbs to use these other 
airports. Indeed, increasing Logan’s capacity will only increase the demand for flights in and out of Logan. 
Demand will go where there is a supply of timely flights, so expanding the supply at the underutilized outer 
airports while leaving Logan’s supply unchanged is a critical step in sharing the burden more equitably. 


In closing, several of my neighbors and I will be attending one of the public hearings on April 25, 2001 and will 
voice our opposition in person. Expanding Logan to accommodate people living outside of Boston is both unfair to 
Bostonians and senseless in terms of demographic trends. 


Sincerely, 


WAY 03 2001 


/ Letter 271 


f 


MICHAEL L. AUSTIN 


104 Proctor Street. 
Apartment Two 
Salem, MA 01970 
(978) 741-3760 


\LAustin@aol.com | genni 


March 28, 2001 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MDPA Office, Aurthur Pugsiey 
EOEA #10458 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Mr. Durand.and Mr. Pugsley, 

| am an airline employee for American Airlines. | work out of Logan International 
Airport. Since coming to Boston in 1988, | have witnessed more and more delays, 
most of them because of the lack of runway space. 

| realize there are many good reasons to not build Runway 14/32, yet | feel we have 
no other alternative. Even utilizing other airports in the area will not have the 
inpace a new runway at Logan will produce. 

| support Runway 14/ 32 and hope you will also. 


Sincerely, — 


Michael L. Austin 


Letter 272 


Page 1 of 1 


Kehoe, Barbara(ENV) ee. 
From: Susan Middleton Campbell [smc@hawthornehotel.com] 

Sent: ‘Friday, June 08, 2001 11:27 AM 

To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: new runway at the airport 


i have to tell you that it is a disgrace that Logan does not have more runways...we have so much tourism 
coming in from overseas, many more direct flights and we need places for the planes to land and take off 
without being so backed up. i just flew to florida for POW WOW. and sat on the runway behind 20 planes for 
45 minutes...it was horrible...we need help at our airport...please see to it that #EOEA #10458 does not have. 


any more delays. 
sincerely, 
susan middleton campbell, Sales 


hawthorne hotel 
salem, MA 


Letter 273 


31 Stone Ave. 
Somerville, MA 
June 3, 2001 


Arthur Pugsley 

. MEPA, 251 Causeway Street 
Boston, MA 02114 

re: EOEA 10458 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Secretary Durand, 


l am writing to express my opposition to Massport’s plan to build Runway 1:4/32, the 
centerfield taxiway, and to change procedures for landing during bad weather. As an 
adult educator committed to empowering people to make healthy choices for themselves, 
issues of air and noise pollution are of major concern to me. 


I feel that Massport’s document does not adequately represent the impact of its proposals 
on the health of greater Boston residents. Boston is known to have high rates of asthma. I 
am appalled to hear that Massachusetts’ sixth largest polluter will conceivably be allowed 
to expand. There are currently no proposals offered to minimize the effects on area 
residents beyond a couple hundred homes which will get some noise insulation. Where is 
the plan to use deleaded fuel, to cut the airplanes’ idle time, to decrease the number of 
planes which disturb the sleep of residents across the greater Boston area? On the 
contrary, Massport’s claim is that a new runway and taxiway will help. I fail to see how 
planning to accommodate 10 million more passengers per year over the next ten years 
will have a positive or neutral effect on air quality. A long promised study on air 
pollution and health risks in neighborhoods surrounding the airport has yet to be 
undertaken. Massport promised this study years ago. 


I feel that urban residents are shouldering more than their share of negative effects from 
an airport which serves many thousands of residents from beyond Rt 128. Many residents 
of East Boston and Chelsea are new to this country. They are learning English, working 
two or more jobs, and are just getting by in this city with its high cost of living. There is 
little energy left to fight the cancer and respiratory illnesses of the future when immediate 
survival is a concern. This is why I label this project environmental injustice. As the 
highest officeholders in the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency, I hope that 
you will choose at this crucial juncture to uphold MEPA’s mission: to protect the 
environment. 


Sincerely, 


“nn fanttool qefie 
Ce: John C. Silva, Manager, Environmental Programs, Senators Kerry and Kennedy 
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Letter 274 


Page 1 of 1 


‘Kehoe, Barbara(ENV) 
From: Bradley Crotty [hotmail@bradcrotty.org] / 


Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2001 8:39 PM 7 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 7 
Cc: mail@bradcrotty.org yf 


Subject: Proposed Logan Runway 14/32 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


| am writing in support of runway 14/32, proposed to be built at Logan Airport. 

As a frequent traveler, | have been delayed on many occasions flying into Boston. The usual scenario is that 
all of the passengers board the aircraft, typically an hour after schedule in less than ideal weather conditions, 
usually northwest winds. Then, the captain occasionally announces that we have been delayed further, and 
peopie again file off of the plane, citing pushed back "wheels up time” because of air traffic. 

This is due to the traffic leaving and entering Logan daily. However, | read in EOEA#10458 that this is not due 
to increasing flights, but merely the system as aviation efforts to use regional airports has effectively reduced 
the volume of flights by 30,000 (6%) over the past two years. Furthermore, the document mentions that delays 
will be effectively reduced, and that pollution and noise concerns will be alleviated despite many concerns | 
hear through the media. In fact, Runway 14/32 will improve the local air quality by reducing the time spent idle 
on the taxiway and planes in circling formations overhead. Personally, | usually spend a quarter of my flight 
time on the Logan taxiways, which just serves to increase the local air pollution. : 


Please support this runway proposition as it will put Logan and Boston in a better_position to truly be the 
gateway to New England and will alleviate travel frustrations. 


Thank you, 


Brad Crotty 
Somerville, MA 
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Letter 276 


June 4, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Gentlemen: 


I am a resident of Somerville, Massachusetts, a densely 
populated city with many elderly residents. It has been reported 
recently that Massport’s own data shows that building the 
proposed new runway would at least triple air traffic over 
Somerville, leading to noise and other problems. Most homes are 
old and in close proximity to one another. One crash or debris 
from any airplane could be catastrophic to the residents of 
Somerville. On my street, we have a residential home for the 
handicapped. What would happen to these residents if something 
terrible should happen? I do not believe that the information 
used by Massport and the FAA truly considers the noise threshold 
especially if the air traffic over Somerville would increase by 
such an unreasonably amount. 


I support the Board of Alderman, City of Somerville, who 
have indicated that they will file a lawsuit should the expansion 
be approved. 


I believe that Massport should be looking to institute or 
Support bus service from its suburban parking areas to 
Providence, Manchester, and Worcester. Is there a bus that goes 
to Hanscom? I live in Somerville and use only public 
transportation. Can I go to Alewife and catch a bus to Hanscom? 
If I could, there is no information that I know of that indicates 
that public transportation is available to Hanscom. I believe 
Massport does nothing to notify citizens of alternate public 
transportation to other nearby airports. 


AUN OY 


If reported in the newspapers that Massport and the FAA used 
“a significant misinterpretation or misrepresentation of reality” 
in their study. How is anyone to believe the report is viable, 
and if not, should there be an investigation into Massport and 
the FAA as to why the study should be a biased report. Shouldn’t 
the goal of both Massport and the FAA be looking at the interests 
of all parties concerned and most importantly the residents of 
the inner-cities that would be affected the most. 


I oppose any expansion of runway 14/32. I feel that 
Massport and the FAA have failed the citizens of Massachusetts. 


Sincerely, 


Suzan Kelly 
23 Boston Avenue 
Somerville, Massachusetts 02144 


Letter 277 


967 Broadway 
Somerville, MA 02144 


June 2, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
FAA Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Massport has not made a convincing case in the SDEIS/FEIR for building 
Runway 14/32. Despite its claims to the contrary, it is evident that a new runway would 
significantly increase capacity at Logan resulting, in turn, in significant increases in noise 
and air pollution. Massport has admitted that air traffic over Somerville would increase 
by at least 300%. 


It defies common sense when Massport says that the impact of 14/32 would be 
reduced by directing the flights over water. It is obvious that most domestic flights 
would have to turn back over land very soon after taking off.. 


Massport’s assertion that 14/32 would reduce delays at Logan by 30% is based on 
faulty data. The northwest-wind conditions responsible for delays do not occur 
frequently enough to support the 30% figure, thus suggesting that other factors which 
would not be affected by a new runway are responsible. 


Spending 70 million dollars to build 14/32 makes no sense fiscally as it would 
have only a short-term effect on delays as the number of flights at Logan continues to 
grow. Massport has not done an adequate job of investigating and trying alternative 
strategies such as peak period pricing and other demand-management techniques. It does 
not have a comprehensive regional plan coordinating use of different forms of 
transportation. 


Brian Merrick 


Letter 278 


967 Broadway 
Somerville, MA 02144 


May 28, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
FAA Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


This letter is in response to the joint Massport/FAA Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR) and Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) regarding proposed 
expansion of Logan Airport. On reviewing the document, I have discovered that there is no more 
convincing information in it that would argue for the proposed expansion of Logan Airport than 
there was in the previous version. | continue to be strongly opposed to the proposed new runway 
and taxiway. 


My objections to the proposal and to the analyses presented in the report fall into the 
following categories: 


Overstatement of projected delay reduction 

Inadequate analysis of noise and air pollution effects 
Insufficient attention to impact on endangered species 

Failure to adequately consider alternatives to Logan expansion 
Invalid conclusions about overall cost/benefit relationship 
Lack of scientific and regulatory integrity 


Sy Ge ih 


Below are detailed comments within each category, followed by concluding remarks. 


1. Overstatement of projected delay reduction 


a. Lack of appropriate context. Throughout the document (including the executive summary, 
which is all that most people would review), Massport touts projected delay reductions of 27%- 
31% depending on scenario. However, as indicated on page 1-30, all modeling of delay 
reductions represents only delays “attributed to Logan conditions, excluding delays caused by 
other airports.” Massport estimates that 28% of delays at Logan actually result from delays at 
other airports (a ripple effect). Thus, leaving aside for now the important question of whether 
Massport modeling assumptions are even correct, the projected maximum delay reductions are 
actually much lower when calculated as a percentage of Logan-caused and ripple-effect delays. 


JUN 0.1 2091 


On page 1-34, the report “translates” the reduction percent from the Logan-caused subset to the 
broader denominator including ripple-effect delays for 1998 numbers. However, very 
conveniently, the report fails to do so with the projected reductions for future scenarios—most 
likely because this would reveal delay reductions much lower than the 30% Massport likes to 
publicize. Each reduction percentage they use should be multiplied by .72 (the proportion of 
Logan-caused plus ripple-effect delays accounted for by Logan-caused delays) unless there is 
some reason to anticipate changes in that proportion over time, which would then need to be 
presented and discussed. For instance, for the 37.5M Low scenario, instead of their projection of 
about 30% reduction (of Logan-caused delays) it would be 22% (of Logan-caused plus ripple- 
effect delays). For the 37.5M High it would be about 23%, not 31%. These are clearly not 
trivial differences. 


Massport may claim there is good reason to focus only on Logan-caused delays because that's 
what they can potentially control. But it inflates the overall significance of the reduction in delay 
hours to present them as they do. In this important public policy issue, Massport and the FAA 
have an obligation to ensure that the concerned public has the information needed to understand 
the key points of the debate. It should be clearly and much more prominently stated that only a 
subset of delays are included and— very importantly—all statistics should be presented both 
ways. Instead, anyone who does not recognize that “runway and taxiway delays” or “Logan 
operating delays” are code words indicating only a subset of delays would mistakenly think that 
Massport’s claim of 30% projected delay reduction meant just that. Travelers at Logan, hearing 
that a new runway could cut delays by 30%, would assume that meant their chances of being 
delayed would go down by that much. In reality, any projected delay reduction should— 
commonsense-wise— be presented in terms of their effect on total delays, not only the subset. 


1 believe this to be a misleading and unethical way of presenting the data in order to better 
support their foregone conclusion. And nowhere in the executive summary does it explain about 
these inflated percentages. This is essentially lying by omission. Certainly, promising to cut a 
third of delays sounds better than one-fifth. "Say whatever it takes to get this through" appears to 
be the Massport motto! 


b. Truly “total” delays. Without the time and specialized knowledge to analyze the entire report 
in complete detail, it is impossible to determine whether even the above “Logan-caused plus 
ripple-effect” expanded delay category that could be inferred from the report reflects truly total 
delays. What additional categories of delays are being left out, if any? It is an egregious failure of 
the report to clearly denote the different types of delays, which subset is being used as the 
denominator, and what the projected percent reductions would be if all delays that could afflict 
travelers at Logan were included. What about mechanical problems, for instance? Terms are used 
such as "capacity delays" or "congestion delays” at Logan and other airports, which suggests that 
much may be left out. Again, the point of the report appears to be to obscure rather than clarify 
the extent to which the proposed expansion would reduce delays. 


c. Delay hours as unit of analysis. The rationale for using delay hours rather than delayed flights 
is inadequately explained. Delayed flights or operations would certainly be a more intuitively 
meaningful measure. One would suspect that a small proportion of extremely delayed flights 

could skew the delay figures significantly upward in terms of hours. 


d. Regional jets. The failure to include accurate estimates of the proportion of fleet accounted for 
by regional jets (because of reliance on old data) has implications for delay reduction projections. 
Despite Massport’s claims to the contrary, it is widely known that most regional jets cannot/will 
not land on runways as short as the proposed 14/32. (Experiences in Philadelphia and Baltimore 


are examples of this.) With many more regional jets in use than Massport assumes in its models, 
the delay-reducing potential is also reduced. 


e. Northwest wind conditions. Massport has geared its whole campaign for Logan expansion 
around the concept that the use of a single runway under certain conditions causes major 
problems. However, the strong northwest wind conditions that cause this occur only about 10 
days a year. In this case, even eliminating all such delays would have a minimal overall impact. 


2. Inadequate analysis of noise and air pollution effects. 


a. Noise pollution. The failure to analyze noise impacts below the 60 db DNL level is 
inexcusable, and should have been required by MEPA during the previous review. Clearly levels 
of noise below this have proven disturbing to thousands of Boston-area residents, and are widely 
recognized as problematic (for instance, by the Environmental Protection Agency). Yet Massport 
conveniently chooses to focus on alleged reduction of noise for a handful of residents within the 
most severely impacted area while completely ignoring the potentially increased impact on many 
thousands of people who suffer lower but still disturbing noise levels. Conservatively, analysis of 
noise impacts down to 55 db DNL—or preferably lower-- must be conducted. Of course, to 
accomplish this accurately would require far greater noise monitoring efforts throughout the 
region as well as population surveys that would help identify the individual variation that occurs 
in sensitivity to particular noise levels and patterns. 


Between the “over-the-water” flights using the new runway (that would actually cause increased 
noise impacts when they turn back over our communities) and the increased volume on existing 
runways that would occur due to pulling some smaller planes requiring more space for 
landing/take-off out of the mix, the need for comprehensive evaluation of noise impacts is 
critical. 


b. Air pollution. Before deciding whether to expand the capacity of Logan, as this proposal 
would do, it should be mandatory to first complete a comprehensive health study by independent 
experts on airport effects. With studies now showing correlations between airport-generated 
toxins and serious health problems, the precautionary principle suggests that it would be wrong to 
move forward simply because we do not yet have research that proves absolutely a causal 
relationship. In public health matters such as this, it is often difficult to obtain such conclusive 
evidence. If strong suspicion exists of severe health effects, the mandate is to be conservative and 
err on the side of caution, not spew more toxins into our air. Not only does Massport fail to be 
sufficiently cautious in this regard, it actually claims that expanding Logan would reduce 
emissions. Yet the centerfield taxiway would allow many more planes to idle indefinitely, and the 
runway would increase Logan’s overall capacity in terms of flight operations. This is the ultimate 
“big lie” from Massport. 


In addition to the potentially severe, direct impacts on human health, the proposal completely 
ignores the larger environmental issue of global warming—which will ultimately affect human 
health as well. Encouraging expansion in air traffic at a time when we know that aircraft 
emissions contribute significantly to this environmental disaster in progress is irresponsible 
public policy. 


3. Insufficient attention to impact on endangered species. The upland sandpiper is an 
endangered species, and there has long been a population of these birds at Logan. The proposed 
expansion would destroy many acres of habitat and severely disrupt conditions overall. The 
offsite mitigation plan to create habitat for them at Camp Edwards on the Cape assumes that this 


colony at Logan would figure out that it should relocate. This ludicrous assumption glosses over 
the probable devastation of this surviving band of a species on the edge. The analysis of effects 
and potential “mitigation” is unsophisticated, to say the least, and completely insufficient. The 
reality is that there is no justification for this destructive action, particularly given that the overall 
benefits of this proposal are insignificant, and in fact the harms to human health and well-being 
are major. 


4. Failure to adequately consider alternatives to Logan expansion. Massport does not choose 
to address the full range of demand management strategies available, and then inexplicably 
rejects immediate implementation of the one it does analyze (peak period pricing) even though 
under some projected scenarios it would reduce delays more than a new runway. The report also 
gives short shrift to air travel alternatives such as high-speed rail, saying essentially that demand 
for air travel will continue to grow no matter what. In regard to every potential alternative, 
Massport quickly knocks it down as ineffective and continues on with its foregone conclusion 
that building a new runway at Logan is essential. There should be much more of a focus on what 
Massport can do to aggressively promote the use of air travel alternatives, especially for short- 
haul trips, and to evaluate various types of demand management approaches before any expansion 
of Logan’s infrastructure. 


5. Invalid conclusions about overall cost/benefit relationship. Massport has not conducted a 
formal evaluation of costs and benefits of their proposed runway and taxiway. I believe they 
should be required to engage independent consultants to conduct a competent one. However, their 
report concludes that the proposed expansion is necessary, implying that the benefits outweigh 
the costs. The bottom line of Massport’s overstatement of potential benefits and its inappropriate 
dismissal or minimizing of potential negative impacts is distortion of the real cost/benefit 
relationship. In fact, this proposed new runway and taxiway would result in little if any delay 
reduction, and any benefits would be only temporary. However, it would constitute a significant 
increase in Logan’s practical capacity (Massport denial notwithstanding) and thus would facilitate 
more air traffic overall. More air traffic would bring more noise and more air pollution. This 
expansion would even destroy endangered species habitat and further imperil the upland 
sandpiper. This misguided expansion would cost $70 million, too. Yet we are being told this 
project is well worth it, apparently because delayed business travelers could lose money while 
delayed on a runway——or some corporation might lose business from people afraid to come to 
Boston because of problems at Logan. These implausible claims are unsubstantiated, one-sided 
(losses of residents impacted by noise and air pollution are not figured), narrow in scope (dollars 
only) and even if true would not outweigh the tremendous social, environmental, and economic 
costs of this project. Something is profoundly wrong with this cost-benefit relationship, and I for 
one do not accept it. 


6. Lack of scientific and regulatory integrity. Every step in the process of pushing Massport’s 
controversial proposal forward has betrayed a lack of concern for the public interest. Massport 
has failed to consider the full range of alternatives to Logan expansion. It has distorted facts and 
presented data in ways designed to mislead the public into thinking that this would solve the 
“delay problem”— for instance, stating frequently that a new runway would reduce delays by 
30% without explaining to the lay public that the percent reduction in terms of total delays would 
be far lower. It has sought to bias and control the supplementary panel process. It has conducted 
an unethical and misleading public relations campaign, including an unscientific survey sent only 
to frequent fliers and pro-runway propaganda in Logan terminals. It has worked hard to restrict 
the terms and scope of the public debate and to avoid the opportunity for independent, unbiased 
experts to join together in truly comprehensive, intermodal, regional planning efforts. 


In summary, Massport has colluded with the Cellucci/Swift administrations, the airlines, 
and corporate elite constituencies to force their foregone conclusion— a detrimental expansion of 
Logan Airport— upon the rest of us despite overwhelming opposition by citizens and elected 
officials. Unfortunately, the FAA also has yet to prove that it can act in the public interest rather 
merely promoting the aviation industry. This is an appalling case study in anti-democracy and 
failure to balance the needs of ordinary people against powerful special interests. The process has 
fostered justified outrage and cynicism among thousands of affected individuals and their entire 
communities, but fortunately also has motivated many to act in opposition to this ill-advised 
proposal. If there ever were a project that deserved to be stopped completely in order to prevent 
devastating impacts on health, quality of life, clean air, and endangered species, Massport’s 
Logan Airport expansion is the one. I urge that this proposal be rejected in its entirety. 


Sincerely, 


Elizabeth L. Merrick 


Letter 279 


‘hoe, Barbara (ENV) 


i 
From: olszowka@sophia2.somerville.ma.us \ j 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 12:53 PM \ 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 
Subject: environmental document number EOEA#10458 
Hi, 


I am a Somerville, MA resident and frequent user of Logan airport. 
T am writing to express my support for runway 14/32 which I believe 
will help reduce delays at Logan airport. 


I also support increased commercial passenger use of Hanscom 


airport to also alleviate delays by shifting air traffic away from 
Logan. 


-~-Peter Olszowka 


15 Sartwell Ave. ; 
Somerville, MA 02144 WAAL ee : 
617466620216 WYN 3 200) 
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f : 
- 17 Henry Avenue 


Somerville, MA 02144 


Robert Durand, Secretary, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs — 
Attn: MEPA Office, Arthur Pugsley, EOEA #10458 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 02114 


' Dear Robert Durand: 

My wife and J are residents of Somerville, MA writing you to express our opposition to 
the proposed construction of an additional runway at Logan airport. We feel that the new 
runway would have an adverse impact on our community by increasing the amount of 
airplane noise. The state and federal governments should explore alternative — 

_ transportation infrastructure that would have less environmental impact. 

Sincerely, 


"tt. 


Dr. Michael Schneider 
Dr. Dana Buske 


QEcEe) 
APR 2.6 2001 


MEP 


/ Letter 280 , (’ 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley—EOEA No. 10458 

Office of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
25] Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Mr. John C. Silve 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
FAA-—~New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 


Burlington, MA 01803 


Mr. Pugsley/Mr. Silva: 


Letter 281 


14 Wyatt Srreet 
Somerville, MA 02143 


June 4, 2001 


As I did two years ago, I am writing to state my strenuous opposition to the Massachusetts Port Authority’s 


(Massport’s) Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project, the cornerstones of which are the construction 


of a sixth, 5000-foot runway (Runway 14/32) and a new centerfield taxiway at Logan International Airport. 


Since others can (and will) address the technical deficiencies of the SDEIS/FEIR more knowledgeably than 
[ could, I write mainly from an experiential standpoint: that of a homeowner in, and resident of, the City of 


Somerville, where I and numerous others are subject to frequent and excessive noise generated by air traffic 


departing from and arriving at Logan Airport. According to Massport’s own data, implementation of the 


proposed project would translate into at least a fourfold increase in Somerville’s current volume of 


overflights. 


Current Air-Traffic Patterns over Somerville 


Over the last three of the nearly ten years that I have lived at my current location, I have noted the 


following: overflights that routinely begin at 6:10 a.m. on weekdays; weekend overflights that routinely 
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begin between 6:30 and 7:30 a.m.; a steady stream of air traffic, consisting of both jets and turpoprops, 
during much of the limited time that | am able to spend in my home or elsewhere in Somerville (rather than 
at my five-day-a-week job in a western suburb); continuation or commencement of overflights between the 
hours of 10 and 10:30 p.m. on weekday evenings, lasting anywhere from one to two hours; middle-of-the- 
night air traffic loud enough to awaken me. The combination of the early-moming/late-night overflights has 
caused me substantial sleep loss on numerous occasions, while the concentration of overflights during 
early-evening hours and on weekends has deprived me of the “peaceful enjoyment of my premises.” 


Conflict of Interest on the Part of the FAA 


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has an undeclared conflict of interest in the outcome of 
this project and should therefore recuse itself from any decision-making capacity. Protection against 
the types of incursions on citizens, as reflected in the air-traffic pattems described above, is regarded as so 
fundamentally important by virtually all municipalities that they have promulgated stringent regulations in 
the form of noise ordinances, rules, and regulations, to deal with offenders. Yet the FAA has managed to 
exempt itself from these shackles of civilized society. Furthermore, sleep deprivation is now widely 
recognized as a major public-health problem and as second only to drunk driving as a cause of motor- 
vehicle accidents. However, the FAA concerns itself only with public safety in the skies (and it does a 
substandard job of even that), while the concept of public (versus corporate) welfare concerns it not at all. 
This lack of interest in the public-health impacts of aviation and, conversely, the active advocacy of 
aviation practices and goals that are antithetical to public health by a federal regulatory agency charged 
with protecting the public is indicative of nothing less than a breakdown of the U.S. democratic system. 
That the FAA, which continually trumpets the need for more “highways in the sky” through every available 
media outlet and on Capitol Hill, should be both the promoter of new-runway construction and the final 
arbiter of whether it will occur, tells an obvious tale of co-optation of this agency by the very industry that 
it has a mandate to regulate. The FAA has become a dangerously powerful, unscrupulous advocate of 
special interests while cloaking itself in a false legitimacy. The current controversy over the unchecked 
overgrowth of the aviation industry as it relates to this most poorly sited of all major U.S. airports, Logan 


International, is being played out similarly in scores of communities nationwide. 


Lack of Credibility of Massport and Inadequacy of the SDEIS/FEIR 


* Massport has deliberately and flagrantly misrepresented both current air-traffic patterns over 
Somerville and the true Impacts that the new runway would have on our city. Massport has stated, 


Page 3, Comments to MEPA/FAA (Allison Stieber) 


repeatedly and publicly, that the only significant source of air waffic over Somerville is Runway 15/33, and, 
specifically, jet departures from 33L. However, Massport’s own data, in the form of citizen noise- 
complaint forms, reveal that Runway 22R rivals 33L as a major source of flights over Somerville and that 
Runway 4L generates traffic over our city as well (see Appendix, “Representative Samples of Aircraft 
Disturbance Report Copies”). Because the traffic from the latter two configurations consists mainly of 
turboprops, Massport does not consider these runways as impacting Somerville. In none of the many 
community forums or advisory committee meetings that I have attended over the last two and a half years 
where Massport or the FAA have been present has there ever been an explanation given as to why 
turboprop traffic is not considered in the calculations of community impacts. Because these small aircraft 
actually are louder than jets, the omission is puzzling. Thus, when Massport indicates that flights over 
Somerville would increase as much as fourfold with the new runway because of increased utilization of 
Runway 15/33, it does not acknowledge the even more massive increases projected for Runway 22 as 
affecting Somerville. However, the SDEIS/FEIR presents detailed data on the magnitudes of air-traffic 
increases projected for all of the runway configurations; thus, extrapolation of the data for each 
configuration that currently confers air traffic on Somerville yields a more accurate picture of the dramatic 
increases that Somerville would sustain as a result of Runway 14/32. 


* Massport cites the outdated preferential runway assignment (PRAS) goals, which were agreed to 
almost two decades ago by a handful of communities that did not inclade Somerville, as justification 
for currently burdening Somerville with excessive “off-peak” air traffic, and the FDEIS/DEIR uses 
the PRAS goals to justify the projected increases from the new ranway. Massport officials have stated 
to residents that the city’s “fair share” of traffic is allocated heavily to early-morning and late-evening 
hours as well as to weekends in order to give other communities a break. This “playing off’ of communities 
against each other is unethical; moreover, inflicting the bulk of some arbitrarily defined “share” of aircraft 
noise on residents while they are most likely to be trying to sleep, study, and otherwise enjoy their homes is 


nothing less than officially sanctioned sadism. 


* Though the SDEIS/FEIR advises residents who are “interested” in noise measurement to discuss 
this with Massport, repeated requests by Somerville’s elected officials to place noise monitors within 
the city have been ignored by Massport. Both Massport and the FAA claim that Somerville does not 
meet the FAA's arbitrary 65-db-DNL noise threshold standard of “significantly impacted” (sec, e.g., 
responses to letters from private citizens of Somerville in Volume 9 of the SDEIS/FEIR). In the absence of 
noise-monitoring devices, there is no database from which any legitimate conclusions about noise impact 


can be drawn. 
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« The SDEIS/FEIR , as mentioned above, alludes repeatedly to the 65-db-DNL standard as the basis 
for determining which communities are affected. However, according to the Report of the Consultants 
to the Community Advisory Comminee (CAC) to Massport (May 23, 2001), the 65-db-DNL standard not 
only does not accurately reflect actual adverse impacts, it understates them to the point of being 
“inappropriate and insensitive.” This arbitrary, special-interest-serving FAA standard should be scrapped 
and replaced with the threshold of 55 db DNL, which has already been adopted by entities including the 
World Health Organization. 


* Though the SDEIS/FEIR makes repeated mention of Massport’s attempts at “regionalization,” 
these have been token and unsystematic; strategies for developing a regional, intermodal 
transportation plan have yet to be identified or developed. This task was initially assigned to the 
“Garvey Panel”; however, the workings of this panel were superficial and ineffectual, due to the 
singleminded focus placed on the “Brown Book” and the (alleged) merits of Massport’s Preferred 
Altemative presented therein. Important alternatives to the Preferred Alternative, such as making a 
meaningful investment in New England's rail system, were touched on by the panel either barely or not at 
all. At the April 25, 2001, public hearing, former Governor Michael Dukakis testified that, in Europe, 25% 
of the national budget is devoted to the rail-transport system as compared with 0.5% in this country. MEPA 
should become an active advocate for subsidizing this type of investment. Further, the task that the Garvey 
Panel failed to discharge should be delegated to an independent panel of experts from disciplines such as 


transportation planning and urban development. 
Proposed Mitigation to Address Current Adverse Impacts of Logan Air Traffic 


* The outdated PRAS goals, which were recently rejected by a formal consensus of the Community 
Advisory Committee (CAC) to Massport, should be revised, with the full participation of representatives 
from all communities currently represented on the CAC. 


¢ A nighttime curfew on all non-essential air traffic should be implemented, as a public-health measure, 
between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. on weekdays and between the hours of 10 p.m. and 8 a.m. on 
weekends, holidays, and the day of the time change each spring. 


« The practice of sending a disproportionate amount of “off-peak” air traffic over Somerville (or any other 


community) should cease entirely and in perpetuity. 
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* Noise monitors should be placed in Somerville at locations to be determined by the Board of Aldermen 


and the Office of Transportation and Commercial Development. 


* The offer of soundproofing should be extended to all homes, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, places of 
business, public buildings, and so on, that are subject to aircraft noise of 55 db DNL or greater on a regular 
basis, with “regular basis” to be defined by Somerville City officials and to include input from community 


representatives. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Allison Stieber 
Appendix: Representative samples of complaint copies from Massport’s Office of Noise Abatement 


ce: U.S. Congressman Michael Capuano; 

U.S. Senators Edward M. Kennedy and John F. Kerry; 

State Senator Charles Shannon; 

State Representatives Patricia Jehlen, Timothy Toomey, and Vincent Ciampa: 

Mayor Dorothy Kelly Gay, City of Somerville; 

Christine Wrigley, Director of Transportation and Commercial Development, City of Somerville: 
Somerville Ward 2 Alderman/Board of Alderman President Kevin Tarpley and Aldermen-at-Large William 
White, Denise Provost, and Joseph Curtatone; 

Anastasia Lyman, Co-Chair, Community Advisory Committee (CAC) to Massport 


Appendix 


Representative Samples of Aircraft Disturbance Report Copies from 
Massport’s Noise Abatement Office 
(March 27-May 18, 2001) 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 617-625-8075 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:59 on 27 Mar 01 to 
20:59 on 27 Mar O1 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 260 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 
Ceiling: 5500 Ft visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 = 224 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft have been flying over my house 
constantly for the last three hours. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by turboprop 
departures on Runway 22R, in use with strong westerly winds and 
high aix traffic demand. The FAA has been notified of your 
concerns with a copy of this complaint. 


Maspsport Reporter: J.Davies/NAO 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East. Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 617-625-8075 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:23 on 03 Apr 01 to 
20:23 on O03 Apr O1 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 90 deg Wind Speed: 4 Knots 
Ceiling: 6000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 44 
Departures: 9-4R-4L 


Complaint Description: I was awkened by aircraft noise at 5:30 am 
on Sunday. This ig:a sadistic, indecent thing to do to people on 
a Sunday morning. 

Magsport Report of Investigation: You were affected by a SF34 that 
arrived on Runway 4L. The FAA has been notified of your concerns 
and observations by a copy of this report. 

Massport Reporter: J. Davies/NAO 

Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02126-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 617-625-8075 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 20:22 on 05 Apr 01 to 
20:22 on 05 Apr 01 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 100 deg Wind Speed: 4 Knots 
Celling: 30000 Ft Visipilitcy: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 4L 
Departures: 9-4R-4L 


Complaint Description: There has been constant turboprop noise all 
evening long. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by turboprop 


arrivals on Runway 4L, in use with light easterly winds and high 
air traffic demand. A change of runway configuration occurred at 
39 pm. 

Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 

Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 617-625-8075 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 09:26 on 06 Apr 01 to 
09:26 on 06 Apr O01 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 130 deg Wind Speed: 4 Knots 
Ceiling: 11000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 ~ 22L 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft have been flying overhead 
Since 6:15 am. The aircraft have been flying over Somerville every 
day since the middle of March. There is a persistant dwell of 
noise. We are getting excessive noise from three different runway 
configurations. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by turboprop 
departures on Runway 22R, in use with light southeasterly winds and 
high air traffic demand. A change of runway configuration occurred 
at 10:05 am. 

Massport Reporter: Mike Lindstrom/NAO 

Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
Zast Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 617-625-8075 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 07:57 on 15 Apr 01 to 
07:57 on 15 Apr 01 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 310 deg Wind Speed: 9 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L =- 33R 
Departures: 27 - 33L 


Complaint Description: I have been awakened by aircraft noise on 


Easter morning! The aircraft noise has been constant for 2 months 
now. I have not been receiving copies of my complaints. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 
departures on Runway 33L, in use with northwesterly winds. The FAA 


has been notified of your concerns with a copy of this complaint. 
Massport Reporter: Operations Department 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 617-625-8075 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 09:57 on 16 Apr 01 to 
09:57 on 16 Apr 01 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: 30 deg Wind Speed: 8 Knots 

Ceiling: 15000 Ft visibilicy: 10.0 Miles 
Runw: in Use: 

Arrivals: 4R - 4L 

Departures: 4R - 4L 
Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is constant over 
Somerville. 


Maagport Report of Investigation: You were affected by turboprop 
arrivals on Runway 4L, in use with northeasterly winds and high air 
traffic demand. The FAA has been notified of your concerns with 
a copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations Dept. 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport. 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 617-625-8075 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 03:40 on 28 Apr Q1 to 
09:40 on 28 Apr 01 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 310 deg Wind Speed: 17 Knots 
Ceiling: Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L ~ 33R 
Departures: 27 - 33L 


Complaint Deacription: The aircraft noise has been constant since 
6:30 am. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by jet 


departures on Runway 27, in use with strong northwesterly winds. 
The FAA has been notified of your concerns with a copy of this 
complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Operations 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
Fast Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Allison Stieber Telephone: 617-625-8075 
14 Wyatt Street 
Somerville, MA 02143 


Disturbance Date and Time: 19:31 on 18 May 01 to 
19:31 on 18 May 01 
Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 200 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 
Ceiling: 2000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27 ~- 22L 
Departures: 22R ~ 22L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft noise is excessive from the 


turboprops departing on Runway 22R. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You are affected by turboprop 
departures on Runway 22R, in use with strong southerly winds and 


high air traffic demand. The FAA has been notified of your 


concerns with a copy of this complaint. 
Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 


Send Copy: Yes 


ce: FAA Boston Tower Chief 
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Lisa Damtoft Lett e r 2 8 3 


300 Summer St. #61 
South Boston, MA 02210-1115 


June 8, 2001 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 

12 New England Park Dr., 
Burlington, MA 01803. 


Ref: Logan Airport Expansion 

Dear Mr. Silva: 

I would like to express my opposition to the Logan Airport expansion. 

The new runway would triple the capacity for Runway 27. Jets departing on Runway 27 pass 
directly over my home, and would create an intolerable situation. As it is, vibrations caused 
by these jets regularly trigger car alarms, and normal conversation and simple peace and 
quiet are often difficult to come by. 

In addition, the viability of new development in my community, the South Boston waterfront, 
will be threatened, as new residents, guests and workers in the area will likely move 


elsewhere rather than put up with such excessive airplane noise and pollution. 


Also, additional takeoffs will mean additional risk as the choices diminish for pilots facing an 
emergency, due to the increased heights of proposed new development projects in the area. 


Expansion of air facilities in the New England region is the answer to airport delays, not 


burdening an already beleaguered community with triple the amount of noise and air 
pollution. 


Ada hee 


Lisa Damtoft 


JUN 1 1 20 


Letter 284 


$13 East Bradway 
South Boston, MA @2i1ayt 
April 5, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva, 


I am writing to express my dissatisfaction with Massport’s plan to build Runway 14/32, 
the centerfield taxiway, and Massport’s proposals to change procedures for landing 
during bad weather. As a long-time South Boston resident, issues of air and noise 
pollution are of major concern to me. 


Air Pollution 

While it may be that the Environmental Impact Statement submitted by Massport meets 
the criteria for improvements it is proposing, it does not go far enough. Logan Airport is 
known as one of the top six polluters in Massachusetts. I don’t believeairports should be 
allowed to continue to operate without complying with Public Right to Know legislation. 
What levels of toxicity are South Boston residents exposed to when they are using Castle 
Island as a recreation area and they breathe in fumes from plane after plane as they land 
at Logan? For years Massport has promised a health study but neglected to follow 
through. We should not implement Massport’s “preferred alternative” before we have 
real data on the health of residents who live near Logan. The people of South Boston 
breathe air from the clogged expressway and much industry is still located in this 
neighborhood. It’s up to all of us to demand a process which looks at the bigger picture, 
not a piecemeal analysis of one runway. Of course one runway doesn’t look like 
anything more than a needle. But it is one needle that broke the camel’s back. 
Furthermore, every needle counts if all over the state, taxpayers have to foot the bill for 
higher health care and health insurance costs. 


Process 

Massport has outlined one preferred alternative and compared it with a course of no 
action. The public deserves to hear a variety of options. What possible excuse could 
there be for not submitting multiple options? If the argument is that Logan needs to 
address delays in order to remain a center for economic growth, a desirable convention 
destination, a world class city, then there is no reason why this process of preparing an 
environmental impact study should not take another year or more if needed. The public 
comment period ought to be extended. This process cheats people of vital information. 


This report does not seriously consider Peak Period Pricing. It doesn’t consider a slot 


system, such as the one implemented in Chicago and other major airports which 
experienced significant delays. Massport and the FAA have not been willing to 
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compromise on any measures which would allay some of the negative impacts. For 
example, curtailing flights after 10 p.m. and before 7 a.m. or most recently, releasing 
information on which companies’ planes are generating the highest decibel levels at the 
quietest hours. For these reasons, it is hard to accept Massport’s claims in good faith. 


I hope you will read beyond the lines of text submitted by Massport and make a careful 
decision based on the unfair burden of health and safety risks that Massport’s “preferred 
alternative” would add to inner city residents. 

I feel that Massport’s document does not adequately address the impact of its proposals 
on the health of East Boston residents. A long promised study on air pollution and health 
risks in neighborhoods surrounding the airport has yet to be undertaken. Massport 
promised this study years ago. Nor does the EIS address the impact of noise on 
neighborhoods beyond a certain radius from the airport, though residents in our 
neighborhood alone have logged over 1000 complaints in the past year. 


I understand that delays at Logan Airport have significant consequences for individuals 
as well as the region’s economy. Yet I wish that Massport’s process had included a trial 
period for interventions such as the Peak Period Pricing strategy or the slot system used 
at other major urban airports. I believe that other alternatives must be explored rather 
than accommodating ever increasing numbers of travelers at Logan. 


Sincerely, 


Areuac: Hem ble 


CC: Senators Kennedy, Kerry, and Secretary Pugsley 


[ Letter 285 
| 
‘Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) | 

N 


From: Scott Rutherford [rutherford@prodigy.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 9:57 PM 

To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: Rwy 14-32 at Logan Airport 


As a resident of South Boston. and an infrequent user of Logan, I am writing 
to express my support for the construction. of Runway 14/32 (EOEA # 10458). 
As an individual with some knowledge of aviation and air traffic control, I 
concur with Massport's assertions that the new runway will significantly 
reduce delays during specific wind conditions. It seems logically consistant 
that these reductions in délays will reduce the amount of aircraft 
emissions. Because the proposed runway will direct more flights over water, 
I believe the noise reduction will also be of benefit to Boston residents. 
While some argue against the new runway at Logan (arguing that additional 
flight traffic should be diverted to other regional airports such as 
Worcester or Providence), I find this argument to be spurious. Remember 
that passengers still must travel to the airport; thus the "solution" of 
regional airports will cause additional pollution from the ground 
transportation modes (primarily automobiles) while not reducing the 
pollution produced at Logan by delayed aircraft. It makes far better sense 
to focus improvement efforts, such as Runway 14/32, at an airport that is 
located near the population center (in this case, Boston proper) and that is 
accessible via public transportation (in this case, the MBTA Blue Line). 


Scott Rutherford 

ruther ford@prodigy.net 
9-2 Middle Street 
south Boston, MA 02127 
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Kehoe, Barbara(ENV) 
From: Watson, Sheldon [Sheldon.Watson@FMR.COM] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 3:03 PM 

To: ‘barbara. kehoe@state.ma.us' 

Subject: EOEA#10458 


With regards to the proposed new runway (14/32) at Logan Airport | would like to be on record as being in 
favor of it. The runway is necessary to Boston's survival as a jumping point to Europe, Washington DC, the 
West Coast (tech corridor) and the rest of the US for business reasons. The current delays are atrocious. As 
a frequent flyer (92,000 miles on American in two years) | can tell you the horrors of waiting at minimum of 30 
minute delays and so far a 17 hour delay on the way back from San Diego due to weather and lack of runways 
to bring in delayed flights. 


| am also a resident of the City Point area of South Boston, an area frequently flown over by flights in certain air 
patterns. The noise is NOT prohibitive as some would claim. The new runway is a necessity if Boston plans - 
on keeping its residents here. Each time | look at possibly leaving one of my main concerns is will the 
prospective city have appropriate flight capacity to meet my needs, so far only Dallas, Texas and San Diego, 
CA can claim that. Both have terrific airport service and low delays due to properly built airports. Logan is a 
disaster and a disgrace in delays. | live in Boston and need appropriate access to a good airport, unfortunately 
Providence and Manchester both have excellent regional airports but are too far away. Give Boston some 
assistance here and build the runway! 

Thank you for your time. 


Sheldon Watson 

166 L Street #2 

South Boston, MA 02127 
617-269-7921 


Sheldon Watson 

Senior Systems Analyst 
Fidelity Investments Systems Company 
Enterprise Security Products 

Phone: 617-563-5029 

FAX: 617-385-1383 

Email: Sheldon.Watson@FMR.com 


\ Letter 287 
Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 


From: Christopher Messina [mimessina@mediaone.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 9:47 PM 

To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: Runway 14/32-Logan Int'l. Airport 


Dear Secretary Durand- 


The delay has gone on long enough, every day we delay EOEA#10458, is another 
day we continue to add to on-going pollution at Logan due to ridiculous taxi 
delays that will be delayed by the construction of Rwy. 14/32. I am 
currently struggling with juggling time between my job, which requires 
extensive travel and always missing out on time with my family and this 
runway can reduce my travel time by at least 15% and end my added stress of 
not being able to take of on my flight home, because of a flow control 
program in Boston, due to the winds blowing the wrong way. 


We all now that rationalization is the way to go in the long-run and is 
increasing at marvelous rates, but Logan is here to stay and we need to fix 
the current problems first and then move on to the big picture. 


Please reduce the delay and approve document EOERA#10458 TODAY! This runway 
will not only eliminate many tons of pollutant, but also disperse the flight 
noise equally and allow the flying public to experience a airport that is 
first class, not one that is at the top of the delay statistics. 


_ Help! 


. segards, 
Christopher Messina 

4 Tremont Street 

Stoneham, MA 02180 


Letter 288 


From: Ray Erikson [ray@eriksontech.com] i 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 8:54 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) | 
Subject: Runway 14/32 . 


Dear Ms. Kehoe, 


I would like to voice my support for the new runway at Logan. My wife and I both travel 
on business quite frequently, and we would personally benefit from reduced delays at what 
is otherwise our favorite airport. Please make our wishes known to your colleagues. 
Thank you. 


KARR K KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KEK 


Ray Erikson, Senior Partner 
Erikson Technical Associates 
Two Collins Road 

Wakefield MA 01880-2513 

Tel: 781-246-8239 

Fax: 781-246-1677 
ray@eriksontech.com 


KRREKK KKK KKK KKK KERR KKK KKK KEK 
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Kehoe, Barbara(ENV) 
From: Fred Augusta [icaugusta@mediaone. net] “J 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 12:49 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: New Runway 


I support anew runway. I travel frequently for consulting and must plan on two hour delays per flight. 


Fredrick C. Augusta 
5 Jewett Street 
Watertown, MA 02472 


/ 


Letter 290 
“ehoe, Barbara (ENV) / . 


From: PeggKelley@aol.com 

Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 6:15 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: Runway 14/32-Opposed 


I’m writing to express my opposition to Runway 14/32. I am a frequent flyer 
and live outside Boston. Yet, I don't believe the answer to the many delays 
and cancellations at Logan is to add more flights and another runway. 
Instead, the. answer is to increase air travel to Worcester, Providence, and 
other regional locations. Logan is in one of the foggiest locations in the 
state. Why not divert traffic to airports without that problem? 


Why should the people in Boston continue to bear the heaviest burden of 
excessive noise, pollution, and wear-and-tear on the roads when there's such 
an easy alternative? And it will get travelers to where they're going - 
faster. 


I'm concerned that Massport thinks the answer to traveling woes is more and 
more planes on more and more land. It's like the old adage that when you 
only have one tool, a hammer, every problem looks like a nail. Please help 


Massport think "out of the box" and with an eye for the future. 


I hope you will also consider all the people of the state and not just those 

who make money from Logan Airport. The environment is what we have to live 

with - forever. Please speak out as a voice for the "big picture,” and not 

tust the immediate desires of a misguided bureaucracy that has the same 
iswer for every question. 


Best, 


Peg Kelley 
Watertown, MA 02472 


HEE! : 
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Letter 291 


1400 Veterans of Foreign Wars Parkway 
_ West Roxbury, MA 02131 


May 31, 2001. 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Envitonmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-6000 
FAA-New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


This letter is to confirm what every public official and private citizen knows about 
Masspott, and Logan Airport in particular. I have lived in many United States cities and I 
can tell you first-hand that the problem with Logan Airport is mismanagement. A new runway 
is not needed. What s needed is better use of what is already there. Another runway will 

‘not make any substantial, long-lasting difference in the operation of Logan Airport. In fact, 
‘it will have only negative effects: continued inept management, further strain and 
detrimental effects on the residents of the City of Boston and outlying areas, and 
compounded pollution problems. I don’t think there is another airport in the U.S. that is 
run by a mote atrogant, incompetent, insensitive group than Massport. This agency has a 
history of unethical, extremely questionable actions. 


The people of the City of Boston hae endured enough of Masspott’s igen: 
ineffective mismanagement and disregard for the rights of the taxpayers who fund it. We 
need the help of your agency to carry out the responsibilities of the FAA. Feople must take 
_ precedence over profits. Enough is enough. 


We ate depending on you, sir. Thank you vety much for your help. 


Very truly yours, 
age Bae Borkes. 
cc. Mayor Thomas Menino 
Senator Kennedy | 


Senator Kerty 
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Letter 292 


206 Stratford Street 
West Roxbury, MA 02132 


John C. Silva, Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


| am submitting a statement in opposition to Massport's Plan to construct runway 14/32. 
It would definitely cause an increase in air pollution and noise pollution in Suffolk 
County. 


| am enclosing information | found on the website of the Environmental Defense Fund: 
http://www.scorecard.org/. the data show that Logan Airport is among the top 10 major 
polluters of Suffolk County and that Suffolk County is second only to Essex in terms of 
added cancer risk due to pollution. 


The pollution disproportionally afffects the Latino and African American groups. There 
is the issue of environmental justice. The graph shows that the most affected 
population is Latino followed by African American, Asian, Native American and lastly the 
white population. The added cancer risk in Suffolk County is significant and the burden 
falls on low income, urban residents. 


| am also including information from the American Lung Association's website 
http://www.lungusa.org/, This data show that Suffolk County received an F grade for air 
quality on a scale from A to F. Detailed Lung Association data show an increase both in 
cancer and asthma rates from air pollution. 


Runway 14/32 will only exacerbate air pollution and increase the incidence of cancer 
and asthma in the population of Suffolk County. 


Sincerely yours, 


U Stan iioae Ca slg AA 


anne McGrath 


MAY 16 2001 
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“F" RATED COUNTIES IN 
MASSCHUSETTS 2001 


The number of Americans living in areas that received an "F" in the 
State of the Air 2001 report increased by more than 9 million 
compared with last year’s report - from 132 million to more than 141 
million. This figure represents approximately 75 percent of the 
nation’s population who live in counties where there are ozone 
monitors. 


Massachusetts counties that received an "F" air 
quality grade include: 


Barnstable, Bristol, Essex, Hampden, 
Hampshire, Middlesex, Suffolk, and 
Worcester. 


e View the full State of the Air 2001 report for 
Massachusetts. 


The number of U.S. counties that received an "F" in air quality jumped 
15 percent from last year -- from 333 to 382 counties. That means 
that more than half of the counties where there are ozone monitors 
received a failing grade. 


The State of the Air 2001 was developed by the American Lung 
Association in an effort to provide easy-to-understand air pollution 
summaries across the United States. 


More about the ALA of Massachusetts 
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